in the mind of a reasonable, prudent, and intelligent person, acting upon competent legal advice. .
Elsewhere, as in Missouri, the doctrine is recognized that a vendee is entitled to a marketable title, but the mere opinion of a competent attorney does not determine the marketability of a title. In Green v. Ditsch, supra, the court said, "While there is an implied covenant in an executory contract for the sale of real estate, that the grantor has a marketable title, yet there is no implied covenant that the title will be such as the grantee will be willing to accept, or as his attorney may pronounce marketable. In Kent v. Allen, 24 Mo. 98, it was held that the doctrine of marketable titles is purely equitable. "Courts of law being the proper and peculiar tribunals for the decision of all legal questions, doubtful titles are not recognized by them.
. This being a suit at law, and the validity of title arising, the question must be determined whether it is good or bad." E. K., '29. Rep. 121; Leland v. Hayden, 102 Mass. 542 . The theory of the rule is that in the case of stock dividends there is merely a readjustment of the corporate structure and no actual severance of corporate earnings from other corporate property as in the case of cash dividends. The act of declaring a stock dividend is evidence of the corporate intent to treat its surplus profits to that extent as part of its permanent capital, and thus such dividends should be treated as corpus. Secondly, there is the Pennsylvania rule which makes no distinction between cash and stock dividends and necessitates the determination of the period during which the earnings being distributed accrued. If such period preceded the life interest, the dividends, of whatever nature, are corpus for the purposes of the case; if accrual was subsequent to the commencement of such term, they are "income"; if the accrual period was partially before and partially after, there is to be an apportionment between the two funds. Rarp's Appeal, 28 Pa. 368. In re Stokes, 240 Pa. 288, 87 Atl. 975; Boyer's App., 224 Pa. 144, 73 Atl. 320. The reason behind this rule is that all those profits which have accrued prior to the commencement of the life term and which have served to increase the value of the stock are just as much part of the capital as the original capital and are to be regarded, so far as the estate is concerned, as part of the principal from which the future income is to arise; as regards profits earned' durWashington University Open Scholarship
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